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PER CURIAM: 

Robert Lepelletier, Jr., appeals the district court’s order 

dismissing his civil action pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 

12(b)(1), (6).  We have reviewed the record and conclude that 

the district court committed no reversible error in dismissing 

Lepelletier’s action.   

As the district court properly concluded, Lepelletier’s 

claims were effectively a collateral attack on a state court 

sanctions ruling, and thus barred by the Rooker-Feldman* 

doctrine.  See Exxon Mobil Corp. v. Saudi Basic Indus. Corp., 

544 U.S. 280, 284 (2005) (describing doctrine); Adkins v. 

Rumsfeld, 464 F.3d 456, 464 (4th Cir. 2006) (addressing relevant 

considerations); Davani v. Va. Dep’t of Transp., 434 F.3d 712, 

718 (4th Cir. 2006) (same).  His claims seeking injunctive 

relief against a sitting state court judge for actions taken in 

his judicial capacity also were barred by the plain language of 

42 U.S.C. § 1983 (2012).  Moreover, insofar as Lepelletier 

sought to raise constitutional challenges to ongoing state-court 

contempt proceedings related to the sanctions order, we conclude 

his claims are the proper subject of abstention under Younger v. 

Harris, 401 U.S. 37 (1971).  See Sprint Commc’ns, Inc. v. 

                     
* D.C. Court of Appeals v. Feldman, 460 U.S. 462 (1983); 

Rooker v. Fid. Tr. Co., 263 U.S. 413 (1923). 
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Jacobs, 134 S. Ct. 584, 588 (2013) (addressing appropriate 

grounds for Younger abstention); Juidice v. Vail, 430 U.S. 327, 

335 (1977) (abstaining under Younger from adjudicating 

challenges to state court contempt proceeding); Moore v. City of 

Asheville, 396 F.3d 385, 390 (4th Cir. 2005) (listing factors to 

guide abstention).   

Lepelletier does not challenge the district court’s 

conclusion that he failed to allege a valid basis for mandamus 

relief.  See 4th Cir. R. 34(b) (limiting appellate review to 

issues raised in informal brief).  Beyond these claims, 

Lepelletier’s action failed to allege any justiciable Article 

III controversy. 

Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s judgment.  We 

deny Lepelletier’s motions for judicial notice, for summary 

disposition, and for a stay or, alternatively, for 

certification.  We dispense with oral argument because the facts 

and legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials 

before this court and argument would not aid the decisional 

process. 

AFFIRMED 


